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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the RCE filed 24 November 2009. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2 and 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stevenson et al. (U.S. Patent 5,746,961), in view of Asato et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,030,681). Regarding Claims 1-2, and 5, Stevenson et al., hereafter "Stevenson," 
show that it is known to carry out a method of manufacturing a high surface energy 
molded article with an injection mold having an inner surface (Abstract), the method 
comprising: spraying a coating solution to the inner surface of the injection mold 
(Abstract; Column 3, lines 8-9; Column 4, lines 66-67); introducing a thermoplastic resin 
having a temperature on the coating in the injection mold, the thermoplastic resin having 
a predetermined heat energy, to transfer at least a portion of the heat energy of the 
thermoplastic resin to the coating (Column 2, lines 59-62; it is interpreted that the resin 
will implicitly be introduced at an appropriate molding temperature, such as that which is 
claimed); defining a molded article having a surface (Column 3, lines 10); and 
maintaining contact of the thermoplastic resin and the coating for a predetermined time 
period to diffuse the coating through at least a portion of the surface of the molded 
article (Abstract; Column 7, lines 4-10). Stevenson does not show using a chlorinated 
polyolefin coating. Asato et al., hereafter "Asato," show that it is known that a coating of 
chlorinated polyolefin increases surface energy for enhanced adhesion (Abstract; 
Column 2, lines 18-26). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use Asato's particular coating during 
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Stevenson's molding process in order to impart the desired adhesion and stability to the 
final molded article (See Asato, Abstract; Column 2, lines 7-17). 

Regarding Claims 6-7, Stevenson shows the process as claimed as discussed in 
the rejection of Claim 1 above, including a method wherein an electrically conductive 
substance of nickel is also applied to the inner surface of the mold (Column 4, line 53), 
meeting applicant's claim. 

Claims 3-4, 8-13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stevenson and Asato, further in view of Pettit, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent 
4,937,288). 

Regarding Claims 3-4, Stevenson shows the process as claimed as discussed in 
the rejection of Claim 1 above, but he does not show electrically charging the particles. 
Pettit, Jr., et al., hereafter "Pettit, Jr." show that it is known to carry out a method of 
coating, including applying an electrical charge to the plurality of powder particles of the 
coating and electrically grounding the article to be coated (Column 15, lines 34-36). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Pettit, Jr.'s electrical charging steps during Stevenson's 
spraying process because electrostatic spraying is known as a feasible method for 
applying a coating to a substrate. 

Regarding Claims 8-1 1 , Stevenson et al., hereafter "Stevenson," show that it is 
known to carry out a method of manufacturing a high surface energy molded article with 
an injection mold having an inner surface (Abstract), the method comprising: spraying a 
coating solution to the inner surface of the injection mold (Abstract; Column 3, lines 8-9; 
Column 4, lines 66-67); introducing a thermoplastic resin having a temperature on the 
coating in the injection mold, the thermoplastic resin having a predetermined heat 
energy, to transfer at least a portion of the heat energy of the thermoplastic resin to the 
coating (Column 2, lines 59-62; it is interpreted that the resin will implicitly be introduced 
at an appropriate molding temperature, such as that which is claimed); defining a 
molded article having a surface (Column 3, lines 10); and maintaining contact of the 
thermoplastic resin and the coating for a predetermined time period to diffuse the 
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coating through at least a portion of the surface of the molded article (Abstract; Column 
7, lines 4-10). Stevenson does not show using a chlorinated polyolefin coating. Asato 
et al., hereafter "Asato," show that it is known that a coating of chlorinated polyolefin 
increases surface energy for enhanced adhesion (Abstract; Column 2, lines 18-26). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Asato's particular coating during Stevenson's molding 
process in order to impart the desired adhesion and stability to the final molded article 
(See Asato, Abstract; Column 2, lines 7-17). Stevenson does not show electrically 
charging the particles. Pettit, Jr., et al. show that it is known to carry out a method of 
coating, including applying an electrical charge to the plurality of powder particles of the 
coating and electrically grounding the article to be coated (Column 15, lines 34-36). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Pettit, Jr.'s electrical charging steps during Stevenson's 
spraying process because electrostatic spraying is known as a feasible method for 
applying a coating to a substrate. 

Regarding Claims 12-13, Stevenson shows the process as claimed as discussed 
in the rejection of Claim 8 above, including a method wherein an electrically conductive 
substance of nickel is also applied to the inner surface of the mold (Column 4, line 53), 
meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 15, Stevenson shows the process as claimed as discussed in 
the rejection of Claim 8 above, but he does not show the particular surface energy of 
the claimed invention. However, since Stevenson, Asato, and Pettit, Jr. teach the 
claimed process, then the resulting product would have a surface energy of at least 38 
dynes per centimeter after the step of removing the molded article from the mold. 
Further, because Asato teaches improved adhesion of chlorinated polyolefin coatings, it 
is submitted that Stevenson and Asato suggest the improved surface energy of at least 
38 dynes/cm. 



Application/Control Number: 10/840,022 
Art Unit: 1791 



Page 5 



Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stevenson and Pettit, Jr.. Regarding Claims 16-17, Stevenson shows that it is known to 
carry out a method of manufacturing a high surface energy molded article with an 
injection mold having an inner surface (Abstract), the method comprising: spraying a 
coating solution to the inner surface of the injection mold (Abstract; Column 3, lines 8-9; 
Column 4, lines 66-67); introducing a thermoplastic resin having a temperature on the 
coating in the injection mold, the thermoplastic resin having a predetermined heat 
energy, to transfer at least a portion of the heat energy of the thermoplastic resin to the 
coating (Column 2, lines 59-62; it is interpreted that the resin will implicitly be introduced 
at an appropriate molding temperature, such as that which is claimed); defining a 
molded article having a surface (Column 3, lines 10); and maintaining contact of the 
thermoplastic resin and the coating for a predetermined time period to diffuse the 
coating through at least a portion of the surface of the molded article (Abstract; Column 
7, lines 4-10). Stevenson does not show electrically charging the particles. Pettit, Jr., 
shows that it is known to carry out a method of coating, including applying an electrical 
charge to the plurality of powder particles of the coating and electrically grounding the 
article to be coated (Column 15, lines 34-36). It would have been prima facie obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use Pettit, Jr.'s 
electrical charging steps during Stevenson's spraying process because electrostatic 
spraying is known as a feasible method for applying a coating to a substrate. 

Claims 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stevenson and Pettit, Jr., further in view of Asato. Regarding Claims 18-19, Stevenson 
shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection of Claim 17 above, 
including a method wherein an electrically conductive substance of nickel is also applied 
to the inner surface of the mold (Column 4, line 53), but he does not show using a 
chlorinated polyolefin coating. Asato shows that it is known that a coating of chlorinated 
polyolefin increases surface energy for enhanced adhesion (Abstract; Column 2, lines 
1 8-26). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use Asato's particular coating during Stevenson's 



Application/Control Number: 10/840,022 
Art Unit: 1791 



Page 6 



molding process in order to impart the desired adhesion and stability to the final molded 
article (See Asato, Abstract; Column 2, lines 7-17). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 24 November 2009 are substantially the same as the 
arguments filed 13 March 2009. The arguments have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The following section is reproduced from the Final Action mailed 27 
May 2009. 

Applicant contends that Stevenson does not show any coatings, specifically 
chlorinated resins, that are capable of increasing surface energy. This is not persuasive 
because Stevenson was not cited to show these features. 

Applicant contends that Stevenson teaches away from the coating because he 
prefers solvent resistance, hardness, and surface toughness. This is not persuasive 
because there is no evidence in the record that these properties are mutually exclusive 
with increased surface energy. 

Applicant contends that Asato fails to cure the alleged deficiencies of Stevenson 
because Asato and Stevenson are not properly combinable with each other. In 
response to applicant's argument that Asato and Stevenson are nonanalogous art, it 
has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, both references are in the field of applicant's endeavor (applying 
coatings to injection molded articles). 

Regarding Claims 3-4, 8-13, and 15-19, applicant contends that Pettit, Jr. does 
not cure the alleged deficiencies of Stevenson as previously argued. These alleged 
deficiencies are not persuasive as noted above. 

Further, applicant contends that Pettit, Jr. and Stevenson are not properly 
combinable with each other. In response to applicant's argument that Pettit, Jr. and 
Stevenson are nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either 
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be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as 
a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 
USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both references are in the field of 
applicant's endeavor (applying coatings to substrates). 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the application prior to the 
entry of the submission under 37 CFR 1.114 and could have been finally rejected on the 
grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the 
application prior to entry under 37 CFR 1.114. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL even though it is a first action after the filing of a request for continued 
examination and the submission under 37 CFR 1.114. See MPEP § 706.07(b). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MONICA A. HUSON whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-1 1 98. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00am- 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1 176. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Monica A Huson 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1791 

/Monica A Huson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



